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The disclosure is objected to because of the following infonjj^es: Page 1, lines 22, 23, 
note that "toward c^pactness, smallness and lightojss-tfiCTeof ' should be rephrased for clarity. 
Page^3jjifl€^4lpage 4, lin^$4^ l^/fs, note that ^^^^^l^-should follow "2, " such as to consistent 
with Fig. 2. Page 5, line 7, note that --ofp^l-- should follow "filter" for clarity. Page 14, lines 
klj^ 17^1 /note that the use of the prefix /^ry^ prior to respective capacitance parameters 
Isvague in meaning. Page 15, line 19, note that/the drawing' should be rewritten as --Fjgtire 3- 
,. Page 17, line 14, note that "101" appears^tjjadt^iould correctly b e --20 1--. Page 18, line 7, 
note that --(see Fi g. 6A)-- s hould fo^] oyi!:!^^Si^> ^i"® 9' "o^® " should fellow 

"embodiment" for clarity. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The following 
reference labels need to be explicitly described with respect to the corresponding description of 
the Figures in which they appear: Fig. 1 (y/a, lji>,m); figs. 2, 6B (transmission/reception area); 
fig 2 (Antenna); fig. 3 (^4 a, 1 L^b); fig. 4A, all Merence labels except (203, 209); fig. 5B, in it's 
entirety; fig. 6A, all reference'labels except (301, 303, 307); all reference labels except (R',2). 

Appropriate correction is required. 

The drawings are objected to because of the following: In fig. 3, should the central 
reference label "IHb'' correctly be --1 14c-?; In fig. 4B, note that the rightmost reference label 
"210" should conectly b^-201~. 
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Claims 1-10; 11; 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In Claims ^^^^ "filtering area", note that the recitation of "resonating hole'' 

(and features thereof), the relationship therebetween needs clarification (i.e. same hole for each 



filtering area?; different hole in each area?; etc). 

In claim^, note that it is unclear which one of the "at least one resonator" is 
intended by the respectively recited "the/said resonator". 

In claim 6; note that it is unclear how "two or more resonators" relates to the earlier 



recited "at le^t one resonator". Similarly, it is imclear how "a plurality of first open areas" relates 
to the earlier recited single "first open area" (e.g. a part thereof, separate therefirom, etc). 

The following claims have been found objectionable for reasons set forth below: 

In claim^,^12^te that "its internal surface "should be rephrased as -flie internal surface 
thereof- for a4)etter characterization. 

In claims xA.p.j.i^^^ i£, note that "formed" should be rewritten as-disposed- at 
each occurrence. I . I 

In claim V", note that "their internal surfaces" should be rephrased as -internal surfaces 
thereof -at eachfoccurrence for a better characterization. Note that "thus forming" should be 
rephrased as - thus defining - for a better characterization. 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless ~ 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-4; 1 1; 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by 

Sokola. 

Solola (fig. 3) discloses a duplexer dielectric filter (10) comprising a dielectric 
block having a series of resonators (14, 15, 16) disposed within the dielectric block. Note that 
the resonators are arranged into a receive filter section and a transmit filter section which are 
respectively connected to a radio receiver and a radio transmitter via corresponding electrodes 
(20, 1 8) on a side surface of the dielectric block. Moreover, note that a common antenna is 
connect to the resonators of the filter via an electrode (19) on the side surface of the dielectric 
block. The dielectric block is substantially coated with a conductive layer except for an area (S3) 
on the side surface which affect the coupling to and between the resonators (14, 16, 18). 
Furthermore, coupling electrodes (18, 19, 20) are also commonly disposed in this uncoated region 
(S3) such that a portion of area (S3) is in the receive portion of the filter. Finally, altering the 
amount of metalization affects the bandwidth and loading of the resonators (e.g. see col 3, Is 8- 
32). 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103© and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sokola. 

Although the duplexer of Solola discloses three resonators therein, note that col 5, Is 1-4 
suggests that alternative embodiments may include "three or more ...[resonator] holes". 

Accordingly, in view of the above cited suggestions, it would have been obvious to have 
alternatively realized that one portion (i.e. receive or transmit) wdth two or more resonators 
therein. 

Claims 1-10; 1 1; 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zakman in view of McVeety et al. 

Zakman (fig. 3) comprising discloses the configxiration of a dielectric block duplexer 
comprising resonators (304, 308, 312, 316; 320, 324, 328, 332, 336) configured as transmit and 
receive filter portions. As is evident from fig. 4 transmit/receive electrodes (376, 384) and 

t 
i 
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antenna electrode (392) are disposed on a side surface of the dielectric block and are electrically 
isolated from the metalUzation on surface (290) by respective unmetallized areas. However, 
Zakman differs from the claimed invention in that it lacks an unmetallized area on the side surface 
of the dielectric block to affect coupling and loading of the resonators. 

McVeety et al (fig. 1) discloses a dielectric block filter having an unmetallized area (32) to 
affect the coupling of the resonators. Moreover, as is evident from figs. 6 and 9, the unmetallized 
area (604; 904) includes a respective conductive pad (602; 902) therein. Note that the dimensions 
of the conductive pad can be varied to affect the response characteristic of the filter (e.g. see col. 
5, line 46 to col. 6, line 26). Also as is evident from fig. 12, the unmetalized area (120) can also 
encompass input/output electrodes (124, 126). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious in view of the references, taken as a whole, to 
have modified the dielectric block duplexer of Zakman to have included an unmetallized portion 
of the side surface to affect the coupling of the resonators such as taught by McVeety et al. Such 
as modification would have been obvious since it would have imparted to the Zakman dielectric 
block duplexer the advantageous benefits of such a unmetallized portion (i.e. providing of 
adjustment in the resonator couplings), thereby suggesting the obviousness of such a modification. 
As a consequence of such a modification, obviously unmetallized portions such as in figs. 1, 6, 9, 
12 of McVeety et al would have been appropriate one(s) of the transmit and receive portions (e.g. 
in the receive portion). 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Lee et al and Hino disclose unmetallized portions on the side surface of a dielectric 
block filter. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Benny Lee at telephone 
number (703) 308-4902. 
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